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Principles and Polemics
A Chapter in the History of Grand View College
By Thorvald Hansen
Early in 1894 the Danish Lutheran Church in America was
divided by a schism . At that time the Synod lost a substantial
number of pastors and congregations while some other congregations, and even families, were divided by the split in the
Church . That traumatic event did have one beneficial side
effect, however. The conventions for the Church became
much more peaceable and, for the next few years, the Church
was unified and could work with undivided attention to
perform the tasks at hand .
It was a fruitful and productive period for the Danish
Church. New immigrants continued to arrive in substantial
numbers. Existing congregations grew and new ones were
organized . Colonies took root and grew at Danevang, Texas;
Askov, Minnesota; and Dagmar, Montana. During those years
Danish youth in many communities formed groups that finally
joined together to constitute a national body. This organization , while not an integral part of the Church was, nevertheless, closely allied to it both in terms of membership and
leadership . In 1907 a paper, called Ungdom (Youth) was
begun by this organization. The paper continued under that
name until 1944 and played a significant role in the life of
both the Church and its youth .
One major task of the Church centered on the founding
and expansion of Grand View College, the school of the
Church . After a slow start in 1896, the school did grow both
in terms of the number of students and in the physical plant.
By 1908 almost 1100 students had attended the school for a
shorter or longer period and, through the theological seminary
some eighteen pastors had been added to the Synod. As for
the physical plant, what is today known as "Old Main" was
erected in three stages and stood complete in December of
1904. A gymnasium was built in 1899 but a rising demand for
a larger structure finally culminated in 1910 with the replacement of the original building.
With a change of presidents in 1903 and the completion
of the building the next year differing viewpoints regarding
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the school began to become evident. Late in 1906 one of the
teachers resigned and for the next few years polemics
regarding the principles which should characterize the school
seemed to overshadow all else. The result was the resignation
of one president, the selection of an interim president who
served for two years and then , in 1912, the election of a new
leader.

The Issues
There were a number of issues involved in the dispute,
either directly or indirectly . Many of them were not major
problems and they could almost certainly have been resolved
if each had been viewed alone. Some of them, in fact, had
been carried over from the presidency of R. R. Vestergaard,
the first duly elected head of Grand View, during whose
incumbency they were hardly seen as critical. Inevitably,
however, when one problem is blown out of proportion, other
issues are cited and thus it was that Benedict Nordentoft, the
second president of the College, was criticized for a variety of
reasons .
For example, he was criticized because he did not accept
a position, attributed by some to Crundtvig, regarding the
Apostle's Creed . He was likewise, accused of not putting
sufficient emphasis on the teacher training department and
thereby depriving some communities of teachers with an
ability in the Danish language. So, too, the question of how
and where men should be educated for the ministry and
whether examinations should test knowledge or maturity
became serious issues . The whole problem was further
aggravated by a personality clash between the principals
involved .
The most consistent criticism of the College as it was
conducted by Nordentoft involved the lecture. Because this
criticism figured so prominently in the dispute it is necessary
to digress at this point and say something about the lecture as
it was understood by Crundtvigians in both Denmark and
America at that time.
The word "lecture" in the English language covers two
differing concepts in the Danish language. The one " forelcesning" defines what is most commonly understood by our
word lecture. It involves a verbal expounding of a point or
topic in order that knowledge may be transmitted and the
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topic or point may be more fully understood by the listener.
"Foredrag," on the other hand , represents a more lively and
less academic presentation . In this kind of lecture there is,
ideally, an inspiration born of an interaction between the
speaker and hearer. The knowledge presented in this kind of
lecture is not directed toward a goal of success in an examination but should be " .. . an education and enlightenment
that is the individual's own concern and that carries its own
reward ."1 It requires no advance preparation on the part of
the listeners, but it may inspire reading and research . There is
a similarity between this kind of lecture and the Chautauqua
lecture of a couple of generations ago. The lecture, in this
form , is still quite common and widespread . The National
Endowment for the Humanities, for example, often provides
funding for lectures of this nature.
As if to attest to the importance of the lecture, every folk
school had its " foredragssal" (lecture hall) and, indeed, what
is now referred to as the auditorium at Grand View is still
best known to hundreds of former students as " the lecture
hall." The lecture dealt with a variety of subjects though it
was generally related to topics in which the speaker had a
special interest or in which he had done considerable reading
and study. One topic might be the subject of several lectures
or a single lecture might stand alone. When a visitor with
some ability in this area came to Grand View he might deliver
one or more lectures to the assembled students.
The high place accorded the lecture had its roots in the
educational philosophy of Bishop N .F.S. Grundtvig and the
emphasis which he placed on the living or spoken word . This
word , it was held , was a more effective medium for the transmission of inspiration , enthusiasm and knowledge than was
the written word . Grundtvig did not, however, cast aside the
idea that books should be used in the task of teaching. The
teaching method advocated by Grundtvig differed from the
traditional in this matter in that it did not have the same
starting point, namely, the written word .
His followers took up this thought and placed more
emphasis upon it than Grundtvig ever had and passed it to
the point where Vestergaard once spoke of them being
" .. . ruled bv a Grundtvigian superstition regarding the importance of lectures."2 Kristian 0stergaard, a Grundtvigian and a
notable folk school leader recognized this also and saw some
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specific shortcomings of the lecture. He once wrote, speaking
of the emphasis placed on the lecture, " Not only does this
lead to putting things into lectures that might be best treated
in other ways but it requires teachers to deliver lectures
whether they are able to or not." 3
The lecture propelled into a position of prime importance
the personaltiy of the speaker. The words of an appealing
speaker were accepted, often uncritically, as being the
definitive statement on a subject.
So diverse were the issues, then, ranging from lectures to
the Apostle's Creed, that the central theme in the struggle was
at best vague. One can sympathize with Nordentoft, who as
late as 1909 wrote in his annual report, "I have never really
been able to determine just what it is that the opposition
wants."4
At the heart of the controversy seems to have been the
question as to whether or not the school sufficiently reflected
the Grundtvigian stance of the Church . Only this can account
for the fact that the theology of Grundtvig as well as his
educational views was injected into the debate time and
again . The underlying issue seems to have been that the
leadership at Grand View should be more, if not thoroughly,
Grundtvigian . The test of this was seen in the methods
employed at the school. Grand View, said the critics, should
bear the indelible marks of a folk school with freedom from
examinations, a strong emphasis on Danish life and culture,
and a stress of lectures. These things, and not academics,
should be the hallmarks of a Grundtvigian school.
The Protagonists

Benedict Thomsen Nordentoft came to Grand View as a
teacher in 1899 and became president of the College in 1903
at the age of thirty. He was a graduate of the University of
Copenhagen and had served as a private tutor and then as a
teacher at an academy in Denmark before coming to
America . He made a trip to Denmark during the summer of
1901 and was ordained there in September of that year. He
was unmarried at that time and remained so until 1918.
When R. R. Vestergaard left the presidency of the College
in 1903 he recommended to the Synod Board that Nordentoft
be chosen in his place. However, based on a communication
from the Commission in Denmark, the board and the
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Examining Committee, at the time of the convention , urged
the call of Pastor Thorvald Helveg to head the College.
Helveg had been president of the ill-fated seminary in
Wisconsin and was highly regarded throughout the Church .
The convention did issue a call to Helveg and informed him
by telegram . Two days later, while the convention was still in
session , a telegram declining the position was received . The
next action was that Vestergaard was asked to reconsider but
since he could not promise a reply before the convention
ended , Nordentoft was named as alternate. An overwhelming
majority voted for him .
This action does not seem to have been predicated upon
any lack of confidence in Nordentoft but rather upon a desire
to have what the Synod considered the very best leadership at
the school. Indeed , Nordentoft himself did not interpret the
action as a lack of confidence, for in his first report a year
later he wrote, " This year, more than ever before, I have felt
that the confidence of others, next to Cod's mercy, makes for
a cheerful bearing of the burdens of the day .. . " 5 Though
there were some who sought to exploit the manner of
Nordentoft's election later, he was never regarded by the vast
majority as anything less than the duly elected president of
the College.
Like his predecessor, Nordentoft was not a Crundtvigian
but neither was he anti-Crundtvigian nor did he in any way
try to further contrary theological views. Regarding his
teaching in the theological seminary, he said, in 1907:
Personally, I have always sought to present the various
viewpoints to the students but I have not attempted to
implant in them a definite view of the scripture or of
history. I have let them have the freedom to choose for
themselves and at the same time I have encouraged them
to learn from anyone . . . 6
Nordentoft was an academician . Grand View, to him, was an
academic institution and his teaching there must reflect this.
Therefore, he used such educational methods as were
common to his day, particularly those with which he was
familiar from his university.
Like Nordentoft, hi s chief opponent, Carl Peter Hoiberg
(Hl/Sjberg) was born in Denmark in 1873. He, too, was a
graduate of the University of Copenhagen and ordained in
Denmark. He came to the United States in 1904 to assume a
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teaching position at the College and seminary. In 1907 he
went to Nysted, near Dannebrog, Nebraska to lead the folk
school there. Following two years of service as a pastor in his
native Denmark, Hoiberg returned to Grandview in 1914 and
served there as president from 1915 to 1926. Unlike
Nordentoft, he was married.
Hoiberg is one of the most controversial figures ever to
serve within the Danish Lutheran Church in America. It was
generally agreed that he was very learned and he was widely
respected for his abilities. Beyond that there were differing
views. Some saw him as a brilliant teacher and lecturer who,
by his speaking and the example of his own tireless study,
could inspire his students to read and study in the quest for
ever more knowledge. Others saw him as one who flaunted
his knowledge to impress others and propel himself into the
limelight. In any case, it is safe to say that there are few who
took a neutral position with regard to Hoiberg. Further, it
seems difficult to imagine a man of his calibre in a subordinate role .
Another who might be considered a principal in the
dispute was Rasmus Thorvald Knudsen, director of the
Danebod folk school at Tyler, Minnesota. Knudsen had been
educated at various folk schools in Denmark and had
attended the University of Copenhagen. He had emigrated in
1898 and been ordained that same year to serve the congregation at Nysted and head the folk school there. In 1903 he
moved to fill a similar call at Tyler. Knudsen was widely
regarded as perhaps the leading folk school man in this
country. He was very highly respected by those who were or
had been his students . His ability to lecture, as that method
was understood in the folk school, was unsurpassed . While he
was not as outspoken as was Hoiberg, he was one of the
foremost critics of Nordentoft's administration of Grand View
and was thus in the forefront of the controversy.
Among the lay people, the most prominent partisan was
0 . C. Olsen, an Omaha businessman . Olsen was very active in
the Danish youth group and was the first editor of Ungdom
(Youth) when it was begun in 1907. He was a proponent of
the folk school idea and would have liked to see either
Knudsen or Hoiberg head Grand View. There were even
whisperings at the convention in 1907 that these three,
Hoiberg, Knudsen and Olsen had plotted the removal of
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Nordentoft or at least the change of Grand View to fit their
pattern .
These rumors grew out of a meeting of the three in
Olsen's home in April of that year. After these rumors had
come to Knudsen's attention at the convention he immediately
wrote an explanation of the meeting and sent it to Dannevirke
(Breastwork of the Danes) in an attempt to set such talk to
rest. He said that all three were good friends and that he and
Hoiberg met in Omaha, at Olsen's home, because it was a
convenient meeting place for Hoiberg who was then enroute
to Nysted . While there were no further allegations, nor is
there any evidence that the rumors continued, it is doubtful
that Knudsen's explanation satisfied everyone.
It is rather difficult to assess the position of some who
were prominent in the Church . There were those who felt
more folk school methods at Grand View would be desirable
but who, nevertheless felt that Nordentoft was doing his work
well and that the school was being conducted as the Synod
wanted. There was also a good deal of concern that the
continuing controversy would damage Grand View. While
Nordentoft had few vociferous or enthusiastic supporters
there can be no question but that, to the extent that voting at
the conventions is an indication, the vast majority, at least
tacitly, stood behind Nordentoft.
The controversy began as a mere difference of opinion as
to what might be the best methods to use at the school.
There is much to indicate that Nordentoft and Hoiberg were
good friends and worked well together at first. In his 1906
report Nordentoft spoke warmly of his work with Hoiberg in
the theological seminary and went on to say, "I believe we
have found a mutual joy in our work together." 7 As for
Hoiberg, even after his resignation he could write of
Nordentoft," ... The private man is my good friend, but the
schoolman and theologian is my opponent."8
This relationship cooled rather quickly, however. As early
as April of 1907, Hoiberg wrote to Knudsen, "I am a little
saddened by the fact that you recognized his (Nordentoft's)
great competence! You could easily have spoken kindly
without having said that." 9 By 1910 the relationship had
deteriorated to the point where Nordentoft was referred to as
that " .. . miserable, quasi-university theologian."10
On the basis of the sources available, no such specific
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disparaging remarks can be attributed to Nordentoft but the
evidence at hand does indicate the feeling was mutual. There
are signs of bitterness and even pettiness in Nordentoft's
actions, especially towards the end of the controversy.
The Outbreak of the Controversy

The first indication that all was not well came in May of
1906. At that time a theological student failed to pass the oral
examination and Hoiberg and Nordentoft could not agree on
the purpose of such an examination. However, there is
nothing to indicate serious trouble lay ahead and much less
to point to a break as being imminent. Late in November of
the year a district meeting was held at the College at which
time both Nordentoft and Hoiberg spoke. A pastor reporting
on that meeting in Dannevirke, wrote: "These two men
complement each other in a fine way. (Cod) grant that they
may long be permitted to work together honorably and faithfully at our school."11 Unfortunately, even before those words
appeared in print, Hoiberg had resigned.
On the evening of December 17th, during a long talk with
Nordentoft, Hoiberg presented his resignation . The next
morning he told his seminary class what he had done.
Nordentoft chided Hoiberg for resigning and making such an
issue of it. He said there was nothing new in the complaints
submitted to him and that he too had some of the same
problems . He later wrote:
We others do not resign our positions even though they
may be burdensome and may require sacrifice from us in
one way or another. But, we believe that if we faithfully
work toward the fulfillment of our wish we can, in that
way, best make certain of the school's progress and we
can count on a blessing in our work.12
For his part, Hoiberg wrote a long article concerning the
reasons for his resignation . This was submitted to Dannevirke
at the end of February but the editor, informing Hoiberg of
his intentions, chose not to print it until May 1st. To print it
earlier would, he believed, disrupt life at the school too much
during the school year.
In the article Hoiberg says he was impelled to resign
because, "I felt myself to be in such opposition to the leadership, particularly in the seminary, that I could no longer work
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with the necessary diligence.''13 He then goes on to cite his
major disagreements with the way the school, and again ,
especially the seminary, is conducted. A major complaint is
against the examination . He claimed that it makes no distinct ion between knowledge that has been memorized and
knowledge that has been appropriated . In his view an examination should be a test of maturity and not just of
knowledge. He also calls for fewer tests based on the
textbook, believing that then the student will be more free to
read other books as well as the text. The class hour, he says,
should be a period during which the professor might draw
forth the native curiosity of the student and inspire him to do
more research into the matter. Further, he states, there should
be a reduction in the length of the class period in order to
give both the student and the teacher more time for
preparation . Finally, regarding the seminary, he says that,
ideally, there should be no requirement for the length of time
spent at the seminary. The student should be free to decide
whether or not he is prepared to take the ordination examination .
Regarding the academic department, he rejects what he
refers to as the widespread belief that Grand View is a folk
school. He calls the training given teachers insufficient and
says there is a need to consider just what it is that is desired
in this area. In concluding, he maintains that the professors in
the seminary should be on an equal footing . Noting that
Grand View is still striving toward a university goal, he points
out that university professors are equal and that the present
system at the school does not foster that ideal. He makes it
plain that his complaints are not directed toward Nordentoft
alone but to the Examining Committee, the Synod Board, and
to the Church convention as the final authority.
The Hoiberg resignation set off a flood of articles in
Dannevirke and resulted in an open discussion of the entire
matter at the convention of the Church in 1907. One of the
most interesting articles was written by Thorvald Knudsen,
who favored the folk school approach to education . In his
article he said that it was idle to talk of an academic institution as meeting the needs of the students more accurately
than others. He maintained this was a fallacy because :
The difference between a folk school and an academic
institution lies in this that while an academic institution
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places weight on meeting the needs of which a student is
aware, the folk school places emphasis upon meeting
those needs of which the student is not aware.14
While both schools do attempt to deal with the two kinds of
needs, the point of difference, according to Knudsen, lies in
the emphasis and he leaves no doubt that he considers those
needs of which the student is not awar~, the spiritual needs,
as being of primary importance.
The Course of the Controversy

Kimballton , Iowa, was the scene of the convention of the
Church that year. The fact that the debate had raged for some
time prior to the meeting gave cause for concern to some and
they feared a serious flareup at the meeting. Fortunately,
these fears were not realized and no serious rupture took
place. Following due consideration of the report of the president of the College and the Examining Committee a findings
committee recommended that the convention consider(1)
whether or not Grand View should be continued in its present
form, and (2) what relationship Grand View should have to a
folk school. It was decided to consider these as one question .
There was a general reluctance to begin a discussion but,
finally, it was Knudsen who spoke first. He said he knew he
was speaking for a minority but discussion was needed if the
questions were to be resolved . He felt that, beyond the
primary need to conduct a theological seminary, the school's
purpose should be to satisfy the spiritual needs of those who
would eventually seek higher education elsewhere. The
discussion began on Thursday morning and it was almost
noon on Friday before the meeting passed to other matters .
According to the report in Dannevirke some twenty participants spoke on the issue, some of them more than once.
Perhaps the most revealing words spoken during the debate
came from Hoiberg, who said, " The men who are not moved
by the Grundtvigian view of life cannot conduct a folk
school !" 15
The most significant positive action , taken upon the
recommendation of the findings committee, was to elect a
folk school instructor to the faculty of the College. The man
elected , however, Pastor J. M. Gregersen , ultimately chose not
to accept the position . It was left to Nordentoft and the
Synod President to find a man to teach in the seminary and

-48-

they were given authority to travel to Denmark, if necessary,
to find such a man . This they did during the summer of 1907
and, since Gregersen had declined the call to him by the time
they left, they went in search of two men. They were shortly
able to announce that Pastor Eilif Wagner, a university trained
man with excellent qualifications, would arrive in October
with his wife and two year old son, to become Nordentoft's
assistant in the seminary. They also announced that a layman ,
Erik Appel , son of a well-known folk school leader in
Denmark, would arrive in mid-November following his
marriage. He would teach in the College.
The addition of these two new men to the faculty of the
College slowed the pace of criticism for a time but there was
by no means complete satisfaction . In his report for 1908
Nordentoft indicates that there is continuing criticism of the
seminary, particularly with reference to the method of
instruction . He speaks of the " ... the ideal seminary that is
constantly held before our eyes ... " and goes on :
If we lived in the garden of Eden , we might easily imagine
a flock of seminary students who would soak up learning
as if it were milk and honey . Meanwhile, we are
confronted with the fact that it is necessary to work by
the sweat of one's brow also in the seminary . . . I have
known students whose thoughts have dwelled entirely too
much on the ending of study and at times one got the
impression that the aim was to slip through as easily and
as quickly as possible.16
An important action taken at the annual meeting that year
involved a related but somewhat peripheral matter of eligibility for ordination . A committee had been appointed to
study this problem in 1906 but neither the committee nor the
1907 meeting could reach agreement. The majority of the
committee offered one report and a minority, Hoiberg,
offered another. Essentially, the difference involved the
degree to which the rules for ordination should be eased .
When it became evident that neither report could again be
accepted, Knudsen submitted what was in effect a
compromi se proposal. This eased the requirements by
eliminating the need for each candidate to be approved by a
two-thirds vote at the convention . It also made it somewhat
easier for men trained elsewhere than at Grand View by
stating that they could be ordained upon passing the same
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kind of examination required of others. In this connection it
should be noted that in 1910 a candidate who was educated
at Nysted, under Hoiberg, did pass the examination and was
ordained.
Toward the end of 1908 the controversy began to heat up
again . A group called "Danelag" (Danelaw), which was largely
an association of former students, was formed . One major
purpose of the group was to increase the financial support for
the College. A prominent layman, Jens Jensen, attacked this
group and through it, Nordentoft, because " Danelag" was said
to include non-Christians and he felt that to permit this did
not speak well for a Christian college. He also raised the
question as to whether Nordentoft had ever been truly chosen
as president.
His son, Pastor V . S. Jensen, also writing in Dannevirke in
late 1908, seems to have given expression to the real reason
for complaining about "Danelag" though his reasoning
appears to be somewhat circuitous, to say the least. He made
no secret of the fact that he did not want Nordentoft to
continue at the school. He said some members of the Synod
were practicing a policy of protest by witholding financial
support from the school. Now, with the organization of
"Danelag" such support was being encouraged. Therefore, he
complained that the new group would split the Synod since it
would encourage support that others sought to discourage.
Though the financial support of the College was never great it
must be said that witholding it as a matter of principle and
protest did not find much favor, at least judging by the pages
of Dannevirke. One prominent pastor H. C. Strandskov,
ridiculed the idea and especially Jensen's attempt to make it
analogous to an incident in Danish history.
V .S. Jensen, especially, was opposed to Nordentoft
because he was not a thoroughgoing Grundtvigian . He
launched an attack on the College president because of
something that Nordentoft was alleged to have said about the
creed . The alleged remark made it evident that Nordentoft
did not subscribe to a belief held by some Grundtvigians,
namely, that the Apostle's Creed had been given by Christ
himself during the forty days between easter and Pentecost.
Jensen's charge led to an exchange between him and
Nordentoft at the 1909 convention but nothing further came
of it.
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The matter of Grundtvigianism came more and more to
the fore in the months preceding the 1909 meeting. In late
February of that year, Knudsen wrote of the confession of
faith and Grundtvigian theology as a special contribution of
the Danish Chruch and said these should be emphasized . On
the other hand, there were some Grundtvigians who deplored
the attempt to make the Church exclusively Grundtvigian .
One wrote, emphatically, " It (the Danish Church) has never
been and has never pretended to be a Grundtvigian faction
which shuts others out. ... If it is to be that now it must be
forced on a new track.'17 A woman added her voice to the
polemics, saying that most people in the Synod were not
Grundtvigian and did not know what constituted a Grundtvigian . Then she wrote, " in the old days it was the onesidedness and the lack of freedom of the Inner Mission we were
against but now they have nothing on the Grundtvigians. 1118
Nordentoft made no secret of the fact that he was not a
Grundtvigian . With increasing criticism making more evident
the desire for a Grundtvigian to head the school, therefore,
Nordentoft announced, early in March, that he would ask for
a vote of confidence at the forthcoming convention . He
claimed he was making the announcement of his intention
early enough so that congregations might discuss it and
instruct their delegates accordingly.
This brought a new dimension to the polemics. Hoiberg
charged Nordentoft with raising the question in such a
manner that one must vote for or against Grundtvig. Another
pastor, in an open letter, called upon Nordentoft to withdraw
his request for a vote of confidence because " ... there are
many more Grundtvigians who do not want you cast aside ...
because they are broadminded and will not bow to partisanship."19
Once again, the acrimonious debate set the stage for the
meeting of the Church which was held in June of that year at
Fredsville, near Cedar Falls, Iowa. There, three significant
actions were taken with respect to Grand View. The first was
the passage of a resolution disapproving of the notion that it
is right for an individual to withhold support of the school
because he does not like the leadership. The second action
was that Nordentoft was given a vote of confidence. After
some discussion, the convention by a vote of 79 to 17, with
11 not voting, gave approval to the following resolution :
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Without in any manner desiring to bring forth or detract
from any views of the church, which from its inception
have held a place in the Danish Church in America, the
convention wishes to express its confidence in Pastor
Nordentoft as president of the school in Des Moines.20
The third, and final, action taken with respect to the
school was to establish a committee to formulate a plan for
the operation of the school for the next five years. The
findings committee had suggested this and Knudsen moved it.
Three members were chosen by the convention and they,
along with the Examining Committee and the permanent
faculty members at the school, were to constitute the twelve
man committee. C. P. Heiberg was one of those chosen at the
convention .
Nordentoft's Resignation

Almost a year later, R. R. Vestergaard, writing in the paper
of which he was editor in Denmark, Kors og Stjerne (Cross
and Stars) characterized the vote of confidence as marking
the beginning of the end . Nordentoft had submitted his
resignation on February 27, 1910, barely seven months after
the vote of confidence. Events subsequent to the convention ,
particularly the actions of the twelve man committee and its
chairman had made it apparent to him that there would be
no settlement of the matter until he stepped aside.
During those seven months the committee had held no
meetings but had conducted some discussion by mail. At that
point the chairman could see no value in having a meeting
but he did finally call one for April. Most importantly, the
plan debated and favored by a majority of the committee was
essentially one advanced by Knudsen, at the request of the
chairman . A series of letters from Kristian Q)stergaard, the
committee chairman , to Knudsen, between July 26, 1909 and
February 7, 1910, makes it evident that he, with the support
of at least some members of the committee : (1) persuaded
Knudsen to submit a plan for a revised Grand View, (2) kept
him informed as to the comments of other committee
members, (3) wanted to invite Knudsen to attend a committee
meeting, and (4) sent all the committee correspondence to
Knudsen , who was not a committee member.
The plan which, with some minor changes, was submitted
by a majority of the committee, called for Grand View to be
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divided into three separate and distinct parts. These were to
be (1) a school for youth, (2) a school for teachers, and (3) a
theological seminary. The plan also called for a relaxation of
the requirements for students in the seminary . Further, all
teachers were to have an equal voice in the affairs of the
school and each department was to be in charge of one
chosen to head it. Knudsen , incidentally, said that while he
endorsed this latter, it was not part of his plan .
In November of 1909, 0stergaard had been able to report
to Knudsen that all except one member favored his plan. By
January, after the plan had been submitted to the faculty in
Des Moines, he was not so optimistic concerning its passage.
Nordentoft, he reported , received the plan with "the wrath of
the high and mighty." P.P. Hornsyld, a long-time faculty
member made " biting" comments and other teachers were
lukewarm.
In submitting his resignation , Nordentoft had this to say :
I leave Des Moines, first and foremost, out of consideration for the Synod , and next because I am worn out and
tired struggling with people who I believe show surprisingly little feeling for the real man and for life's true needs
in spite of the fact that they write column after column
about spirit, life and freedom.21
Meanwhile, Vestergaard, in the previously mentioned
article, commented on the events that led to the resignation
as well as the resignation itself. He poked fun at the idea of
having such a large committee, saying : " Once in a while we
have to show the rest of the world that we can count beyond
five ." 22 Concerning the fact that the committee, up until that
time, had not met, he said, 11 • • • they lived their lives in
dispersion . They sat alone and loaded their pistols and fired
into the air. Noise and smoke. That was the twelve man
committee.11 23 In a more serious vein he wrote that while he
and Nordentoft had not agreed on all things during Vestergaard's incumbency, they had worked together gladly during
those years . Then he continued, "I have no reason to clothe
my words in diplomatic niceties; Nordentoft has been unrighteously judged by his opponents.11 24
When the school plan was finally submitted to the convention it was promptly tabled . A new committee, this time
having only five members, was chosen . There is, incidentally,
nothing in the record to indicate that this new committee
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ever brought a report to a future convention . Neither is there
anything to show that any great changes took place during
the next few years. Apparently the resignation of Nordentoft
had stilled the critics.
When the resignation became public information, several
pastors and at least one layman wrote to Knudsen asking that
he consider taking the presidency. One went so far as to say,
"If we have no president (to offer) from our side then much
will be done to get Nordentoft to remain ."25 Hoiberg was also
sought by some as a candidate. At the convention a straw
vote was taken which indicated Knudsen and Hoiberg were
the front runners . The matter was discussed with them by the
Synod Board and a vote was taken the next morning. Hoiberg
received sixty votes and the remainder were divided among
Knudsen, Nordentoft, and J.M . Gregersen. Since there was no
assurance at the time that Hoiberg would accept the position
it was moved to elect Eilif Wagner as interim president. This
was done and when Hoiberg later declined the past Wagner
took over. He served as interim president for two years after
which he returned to Denmark. It should be noted that he
was never elected to be more than an interim president.
In the fall of 1910 Nordentoft and P.P. Hornsyld, who
also resigned, left for California where they ultimately
founded the colony at Solvang and the folk school there.
Hornsyld, a layman with excellent credentials, had taught at
Grand View since it began . With the departure of Nordentoft
the feud ended even though a duly elected president was not
chosen until 1912 when Knudsen was named. He served until
1915 after which he returned to Tyler. Hoiberg, who had
meanwhile returned to the College as a professor, was named
as his successor and continued as president until 1926.
In the years immediately following the Nordentoft
incumbency the changes introduced were actually minor.
With the coming of Knudsen, in 1912, it was widely felt that
now Grand View would be different. The school did take on
somewhat more of a folk school atmosphere with, for
example, the Knudsen family living in a apartment at the
College rather than in the faculty residence generally used by
the president. Academic changes, however, were neither
drastic nor profound . Thus, though the debate had been
protracted and often acrimonious, thousands of words had
been written , and numerous votes had been taken, feelings
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had been wounded and egos suffered, in the long run there
was little substantive change. Grand View had long had and
continued to have much of the life and spirit of a folk school
but practical considerations and slowly changing times forced
it increasingly in the direction of an academic institution.
In view of the final results, there may be a temptation to
dismiss this whole controversy as " a tempest in a teapot"
growing out of a personality conflict. That there was such a
conflict is undeniable . Where strong-minded men are
dedicated to opposing principles strife is bound to ensue.
Rightly or wrongly, these men were convinced that certain
ideas were important in shaping the College and they were
willing to struggle for what they believed . Therefore, in
looking back, rather than judge harshly, it is well to be aware
that the school was the focus of attention of men who cared;
men who cared enough to struggle for what they believed was
best.
As for the conflict being " a tempest in a teapot" - in the
light of history so many struggles may be seen as just that. It
may be, in some respects, unfortunate, but so many conflicts
of prin ciple and ideology are often swept aside by practical
considerations and the ceaseless flow of events.
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